


September 15. 1~97

Mr. seeve Hunsbe~er

AT-T Communications or Ill1no1a, Inc.

As Dir~~~or - Wholesale Incerconnection - Collo~ation, AT&T's
cOllocation reque9~ for a condo mid-span meet arrangem.n~ at the
Oakbrook Central Office has been forwarded to me.

Your collocat.ionr'!qu@st. denotes the intendf!!ld use of a DACS. This
p~rticular equiprn@nt: 16 m.?t. cur.rently collooated Ln aoy of the A.T&T
colloc;=ttion .. rrangoem-enLs wit.h 1\m~u.. itech and is considered. to hAve a
wwitching functionality.

Section 12.8.2 of ~h. Interconnection Agreem@nt b@tween our
ccrnpJllniel; in t.he gtate of Illinois provid4UJ that "~hfl!n AT&T ..nd
Am@cit:~ch l'llr.'i'! loc:;=tt.~d in a "cf1ndo" building. AT&T shal.l bQ allow~d

co loca.t:.'E!, in l\T&T·F; Wire Center, li'quipmeot. that. no'['ma~ly WQ1,Jld have
been Colloc<!t,~d in i\m.... rit:~ch· 9 Wire Ce.nt'.er t:o en~bli! AT"T to ~cce9S

Amer.it4iilch's unbundled Network Elements."

5 ..ction 12,5 of the tncerconnection Agreemenc states the type8 of
~ipmf'mt: r~T~T can i'lnd cannot Collocate in Americ@ch' sWire Cence.r.
Specl!'"icCll1y, s~ction 12.;:'.~ provide~ that "AT&T shall not be
p~rmit.t.t.9d t.O colloc)\\t~ swi tching @qUipm@nt:" ~nd that "J\T&:r may...
colh)c~t.'e equipm\?!ot. n~(:"~$l~r.y for I.nterconn'!lction or "cce... to
unbundled IITe\.:work F: 1",m~nt'.s, including equipment l16"'l<l for ~ignA..l

-c'?g~;meration funct: iQng (' buhb i ng squ1pme.nt.·), !:!\!J;, ngt,; 211Ji.t;gllinq
~tiona."

II: ig clE!ar that ch-. T:P.pns; of Section 12.5 of thft Tnt:erconnection
Aqr~~mElnt:. pTohibi r-. )\T~T from col Joc.-ting in J\rnerit4t<:b: _ WiX"'!!!r Centerg
",,.,it..-:hing @qu:i.pm~nt. or equipment t.bat \lcili2l"!.l!t 8witcning functions.
In ~ddition. lh~ iJu.•m: and pLain m"""ning of the language in Section
12.1:'1.2 t.hat "1\TIi.T Rh""ll be allowed to locate. in A.T~!"~ 141'['. Cent.er.
~(:r--lipm@(lt: t_hat uo-r:mR 11 y would have b@f!n ColloCQt.@d :in Am4Jtrit.ch' JJ

W'i.r~ Cente'X''' incorporatt';!F-' Lh~ liroitl'tion on switchinq eq\l.ipment ",ud
funct. LonAli ty when A,l'o,T choo9~s to collocate :i.n a condQ arrang~ment;..

Ameritech requires A.TNT's condo mid-span meet order (or O~khrook to
be revised to x:e!lect. equipment conforming to the Agreement.
]\m..,ri r.ech is ~lso. looking [or;- AT~T to provid'" w"ittflln ~fJ6UranCe to
Am'O!.r:it..ech that.. t.he equipm",ot to bQ used by AT&T for it.s Oa.kbrook
conon mi~-9p3n. m~eL ;;n:n:angqmG!ot ",J..t.h )\.m"Jl!~it<!!lch ""ill b~ .in adhQr~nC9

with the a.pplicable sections oe l;.he "gr••Cllent.

Sincerely,

D1rec or - Wholesale Intereonnection





BnICII C. 8enneft
Director of
ProdUCI Delivery

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAlL (312/467-9026)

March 5, 1999

Theodore A. Edwards
Vice President-CLEC Sales
Ameritech Information Industry Services
350 North Orleans, 3d Floor
Chicago, II. 60654

25thAoor
227 W. Monroe Snltl
ChieagO. lL 60606-5016
312 230-3312
FAX 312 230·8886

Re: Escalation of Dispute Concerning Placement ofLucent FT-2000
Equipment in Collocation Space in Ameritech Central Offices

Dear Ted:

This letter shall serve as formal notice invoking the «Dispute Escalation and Resolution"
procedures of Sec. 28.3 of Ameritech's intercormection agreements with AT&T

.Communir.,ations (Sec. 28.3) and AT&T Local Services (Sec. 29.) 8), fOlnJerly TeG
(collectively "AT&T") in the Amcritcch states with Tespect to Ameritcch's refusal to
allow AT&T to install Lucent FT-2000 multiplexers in AT&1 collocations.

In numerous excMnges of correspondence and persona.! discussions for nearly four
month..., Ametl1ech has taken the po!'ition that it will not allow f1 -2000 multiplexing
eqtlirment. /\T&Ts standnrd OC4R mux, to be COllOCl\leO in Amenlcch central offices.
/\mclitech ha~ tAken this position in re~pon~e to a leque~t hy AT&.T Local ServiC'e~ for
4} ~ddilinnal c.nlloclltions in JIIinois. ~uhmit£cd on No\'cmhcr 2. 199R. Amf:ritech"s
rcf\l!'al effectively hlnch AT&T'" :'Ibilit}' to .~ervc AclditjoTlllllClcal cu!'tmncn. Ac; set.
fmih 1-dow, Amelitceh's position is unsupportable and is patently rliscriminllt.ory.

The Lucent FT·2000 has been in servir.e since 1991. More than 10,000 of them have
been deployed worldwhJe. TIley are in serviCt~ not only in AT&T~ network hut in the
facilities of !'cveral RDOCs - including Dell South &. Bell Allantic:--and major
independent T.Fe!' like Time Warner. We are aWilre of 110 reported jn~tAnccs of
intetference or other network lHlnll, and I\meritech in response to our inquiries has been
unable to identify any such incidents,

Initially. Amcntech took the position that the equipment was nol compliant with NEBS
(Network Equipment BUildhlg Sygtems) criteria for fire resistance and for
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electromaiDetic interference (EMl).1 As to EMI. AT&T in the February 1,1999 letter
supplied the Belleore audit finding that the FT.2000, Release 7 "confonns with the
radiated emis~ion electric field requirements," Technical Audit report AU-07, Volume 2
Issue I, 1992 Supplement 5, May 1998, Sec. 3,1.2.1.1.1, EMI Emissions. pp. 3-4.
I\meritcch has not accepted Hun finding, however. and is insisting th3t the equipment
mw::t comply \vith NEBS Level 3 which includes criteria that are defined by Bellcore as
"objectives." That position is unsupportable.

Section 19.7.4 of Ameritech's interconnection agreemenlS with AT&T Communications
pnn;dcs that neither party to the agreement "sllall use any product or servir.e provided
under 'hi~ Agreement or <Iny ot.her service related thr.reto or used in combination
therewith jjl any mannCr that interferes 'With any person in the u~e of I'luch person's
Telecomnmni('Minn~sC'TVice ... [01] impairs the quality of Tclecmnmunications Setvic.~

to other cAtTiE'r<; or to either Party's Customers... :' Thelle prohibitions are l'cfcrrc<J to in
the: AI,S inlcrnmncc\\nn::; agreements ~r.llcricf\l\y as "ne\work han,,:' The spcdfiC::ItiQns
fm C(JJ1flc~tiOTl apPc:lring in Seh. ;Ll1t) the agreements include the fnJl(I\\'ing l'dt'rencc:
"lkJlcorc Network Eqllipme":nt Building Systems (NEBS) slanllatds TR-EOJ'·00006J
National Electrical Code (NEC) use latest issue."

Amerilech's insistence on compliance with NEBS Level 3, however, is without basis.
First of all, NEBS Levell by definition provides the "minimum ~cceptable level of
eovirnnment::ll COIllI);\fihility nf't"df'd 10 preclude ha7.ards and degr~ctatjon nftlte network.
f<lcility Md hxr.ards to petsonnel." SR·-3S80, Is!me 1, Novcmhcl 1995, at 3-1. Listed
applications for Level 1 criteria include "Competitive Access Provider collocated
equipment," TI\\I~. thl' stl'lndarl! (level) ofNEDS expressly denominated a.~ applicahle to
collocated cqllipmem, Ijk~ ,hI' FT-2000, i~ Level I. There is no dis~greetnent between
our companies that the FT-2000 complies with NEBS Level I.

EVf'n going by the DellcoTe NEBS document (GR-l 089·CORE) qUI_lteu by Ameritech ill
tJle Jetter of February .23, 1999. however, the FT-2000 complies wit.h all req,'iremews. as
confirmed hy the Bcllcnrc R1H1it mentioned ahovc. Although the F1'·2000 does not meet
t.be r<ldiated emission elcctrir field objective, the definition of an "objective" under NEBS

, On ,he qlle~lil)n of fire resistance, as indicated in the letter dated February 1, 1999 from
O:mi::'ll M. Noorani to Michael Kollmeyer. the FT-?OOO h:td been found by BelJcore in its
alldir '0 he con(.'1Tn;n\? with the fuclload database and component levell'equiremenL<;; the
equipment level file requirement WM reported "not dctennined," Lucent did nor see a
need to perfonn IUl equipment level test, in view of the fact that over 98.4% of all
materi!ll AAd compoll('n1.s h::td pa.$scd thc firc rcquirements. Nonetheless, in an effort to
Avoid further del:)' in processing of its collocation requests, AT&1' thro\l~lJ Lucent
equipment levd file testing, which the equipment ofcourse passcet, and supplied the
results to Ameritech.
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is a "[f]eature or function that, in Bellcore's view, is desirable . ..." A "requirement," in
contrast, is a U[fJeature or function that, in Bellcore's view, is necessary to satisfy the
needs ofa typical Bee (Bellcore Client Company)." For Ameritech now to insist upon
compliance with NEBS Level 3 objectives turns them into requirements.

Ameritech's current stance~ moreover, \s plainly discriminatory. First of aU. there are
many existjng example:!' of Ameritech equipment resident in its end offices that are not
conJottning to NEBS level 3. Indeed, EMf Levf':l 3 was addressed \Inlier NEBS for the
firsT time in !'Jovemher 1995. NUmer(lUS kinds of equipment inst:.J1ed befi>re that time
would not he NEBS Level 3 compliant. yet this equipmellt, like the FT-2000, is not
causing network hann nor does it raise a realistic concern of such harm.

Lest there be (lny doubt that Ameritech is applying a dj~critninatory double standard
again,"t i\T&T and ite: Lllcent multiplexing equipment, we are advised that Ameritech
pl::lces multiplexing equipment nlanufactured by FI~iit~\1 in its own Central Offices.
!T("c;{jc.ally the FLM 2100 tnmc yet that equipment like the Lucent FT~200n. doc~ not
confoml to NEBS Level J. r\~iitsl1 hac; confirmed to AT&T that it does not meet NEBS
Level 3 ;lnci hilc; prnvj(kd lest result" confirminp, this fact. Accordingly. AT&T can only
Cllflclllde that A.mcritech is ;\uemptint! 10 USC the EMI i~C:IJC [0 ckl:\y the c!'tabHshment of
AT&Tc; ('ollocation" in the Ametitech rrgi(\n. IlIde'!d. Ametitech's nc:ti(lnS on thi!' ic;slIc
h:we I\lr(,I\<\Y nl:'nt<:d ddl\Y~ in AT&T's husiness plan Bnd have slo'....ed its ability tt>
provide service to customers.

Ameritech hilS given no indication in AT&rs contact~ over the several month~ thi~ issue
h:\~ hf:f:n dis(lls~ed that it rrep;lred to Ilegotiate a resolutivn that allows AT&T to procecfl
to lnst:l1l1he F1·2000, and if thllt i~ in fact the case Jwould 5ugge$t that. we mlltllaJly
w:1ive the e~calati(Jn pedor! of our intClconncction agreemenls so that AT&T may pursue
othellcmedic~""it!lout \lnneCet;~aTY de:Ii\Y. If on the other h;lOc1 yOIl nrc prepared to
;m~mp' 10 negotiate a rc~ollltion., yow d~c:ignated repre~cntativefor p\Upo::;e~ nfthe
E'<:c::llMion pnwic::iom: of our intercotlnectiNl agreements should contact me llll l\1olJday to
aTTlioge for a meeting as soon a possible.

Sincerely,

If~
Bruce C. Bennett
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Waukesha. WI 53168
omce 414/523-7020
Fax a141523-5038

Mih Kollmeyer
Account Manager

Febnwy 23, 1999

Mr. Daniel M. Noorani
Vendor Management
227 West Monroe Floor 19
Ch;cago.TIL.60606

Dear Mr. Noorani,

This letter is in response to your letters dated Feb. 1, 1999 and Feb. 17, 1999 regarding
the Lucent FT-2000 NEBS compliance issue.

As stated in my Feb. 15, 1999 letter to Mr. McGrath, Ameritech requires Level 3 NEBS
compliance for electromagnetic interfcrenc·e (El\1l). Consequently, we wil1 not allow this
equipment in our central offices.

The specific applicable NEBS standards are detailed in tlue:e Dellcore docunJents. SR
3580 Network Equipmenf Building SJ'~tems (NEBS) Criteria Levels, ue~cr\bes NEBS
criteri:\ level.!; Rnd I\ddrcs~cs the criteria which must be met. GR-63 CORE, Network
F.q1lirmOlf.T1,Ji/ding System (NETJ.S) ReqlJiremmfs: l'hysicall'rofecliol1 (If'l~il~ the
Phy.;ic~ll'r()tcctioClreyuirE'menl!;, and (iR-l089-COR E EI('('{rml1ap:rletic Compatihility
(11111 Elf·c'/' il~al Safety - (ie'laie Crita;o!()r Nefwork Te.lccnmnllmicatinm E1lulpment
detail~ EM! as well as oUler electrical requirements.

Page 3-5 of SR-J580 l;ites Level 3 criterin. Level 3 include!: criterin for I..eve} 1, Level 2,
plus criterion 9, 16, and 18. I have included copies of the two applicable pages.

GR-I089 is a very detailed referel1ce wiOl over 200 pages. I have included pages from
this document that discu!'s criterion 9,16, aod 18. As previo\lsly St3tcJ, Levels I ::.nd 2
must l~ supported as wcll as Level 3. AT&T should obtain full copies of all tluee
documents in order to determine ihe requirements that need to be met.

Please be ",rtvi~ed thllt AmeJitech req\lires this same level of coml'lilluce for new
equipment hcing place in OUT Own network. In re~ponse to yonI' request for specific
instances of Network h:mns, plcase be advised lh~t Ameritech doe.~ nol w~il for al;.\ual
barm to OCCUT before arriving at II conclusion that certain equipment poses an



unreasonable risk ofbann to the network. Rather, Ameritech relies on the judgement of
its network experts and engineers, and more specifically upon nationally defined
engineering standards to define a level of compliance that will not produce aoy netwolk

harms.

Finally, OUT network department is currently evaluating what should be done with
equipment thRt has nlrendy heen inl;talled in CLEC collocl'tionl:. M!;. Hl'yes from Lucent
ha.c; called for io(ounAtion regarding Amcritcch's compliance requirement;;. As soon i'S

onr network departlllcnt has mRde R detenniJlation OJ] what is to be done with the
embedded base, I will Advise AT&T LocAl Service!' by letter. It is ou{ hope that Lucent

will find a modification that will correct the problem.

Sincerely,

~r:i~
Account Manager

Cc: Ms. Sagadin
Mr. Monti
Mr. Lambert
Mr. Ortlieb
Mr. Noorani - Fax and paper copy



~AT8&T- ,9" Ft~
m 'NeM Monroe
Chicago. Il. GCOO8
312 23G-3699

February 17,1999

Via facsimile and U. S. mail

Mr. M'lChael Kollmeyer
Account Manager
Ameritech Information Industry Services
Floor 3
N17 W24300 Riverwood Drive
WaUkesha, WI 53188

RE: Lucent FT-2000

OearMike:

Your e-mail to Mr.McGrath of FebNary 15. 1999 has been forwarded to me for response. Any
further correspondence on this topic should be addressed to my attention, regerdless of wh@ther
It involVes collocation under the leG or AT &T Interconnection AgrP.efllents.

I CP.rtainly 3gr'e'! with you th~ it I~ prefl!rab1e to re90lve this matter wilhoul litip..lion. HowRVpr.
since C()mpli~nt"A with your rll!quirement thEit "T&T not use thl! Lu~nt FT-2000 equipmt;'nt will
caU!t~ AT 8.T to us'? dirfer~mt ~l/iprl1~nt In its network onlv for the "m...ntl;l(".h rt'9iofl. it I!': critic::JI
t~ you furni~h m~ with sufficient document<ttiOll to support "m~ritech's po~ition.

S~~"y. I willllQed to revilOw thp. ~ppl;ClJble NEBS 9tRnd~rOS 'h~t Am~rit~ ~s:~",rto; ~n:I not
m4!'t tty thl'!' lll'quipmc:>ot Ttl~r~for.... plp~~~ providp. me with OOf'llp.~ of Ih9 rl;?l\>v:lII't ~I"dlono; of thp.
l'l)Odfic indlJ~try c.t~rl(1~rc1o; c10f;lImpnt th~t d"'~rih~~ the lp.w" J fMI ~1IJimme(l1~ I all':o n~'

dllOI",,,",;)finll of ~ny c:p"c;ilir, inci(j"nc~ of h:arm th;\t I\mpntpch i~ llIw~re of to Othp.r PfI\lir>rn~1I1 0'

f:ttjlitil'<: (or t"~ ,RI~CQrn",llniC.::ltirms Servir~!I. provldl'tCl hy Sluch c::!QuipnH"'" or f:'lcilitip.<:) ('..I\\I!'l~

p.ithp.r bV the FT -2000 or other equipment that does not meet the rpfer€nced lev"l 3 EMI
requirements.

III Of'dl?r to expeditiollsly rPoMlv," ttlll' m3tt~r Bnd Avoid eny dehW in AlS' ml'lrket f!ntry plans.
please fumish me the documenlation that I have reqvested by thi~ friday. Febf\ll~ry 19. 1999.

Danial M. Noorani



CbnbJ Ii. Nom1Ini
Vendor MalIigel,..nto4..oc:l\.....
FebRIatY , I 1999

Mr. Mic:haB Kollmeyer
Aa:ount Manager
Ameritech Information Industry Services
Floor 3
N17 W24300 Riverwood Drive
Waukesha, WI 53188

Dear Mr. Kollmeyer,

1"" flocw
m W8s1 NomcJe
Chlcllg~. 'L"
(J12)~1n

I

'--

This is in response to your IP-tter to Mr. Bruce C. Bennet. dated OP.Cemher 2. '998. giving AT&T
~n uttim::num to eiltl~r provide documentation on NEBS compliancf!! for the FT 2000 mu1tip1f)(er
by M::crdl 31.19QQ. or pl'OCPP.f1 to modify our 9xistinQ collocations in Am€'rit~ch'~ offiCE's. Your
1~1"f" :,,'<:0 ~;ltl"<1lhl1' .llI1I~ed NERS Ilon-compliance as a re3!lOn fOf refusinQ .he TCG ~pplic~tion

for 45l!dditionsl collocations in Amerftech C.O.S.

Specifically. youl lette. stat~s thatthf! FT2000 is NEBS non-eompliaot in the areu of

1) Fire end.
2) Electromagnetic interference.

Th~ FT 2000 W39 repor1f?'d NESS compliMt for Elpctroml'gnE'tic IntE!rfpr~nr.A by B~lIcore in irs
TO'Ch";,:~~1"lldlt f1.port I\U-07, VollJm- 2 1~~u,,1. 1992 !'''PP''~m'mt5. M:-v 1~98 (~tt:lchod).

In ~on l.1.2.1.1. EMI Emic;t;io"~. p:-Qd-4. Bp.lloorl1" !Itl;tte!l • Th~ FDOOO, R7 CONFORMS
wtth thr. r.lt1im!"(1 prni~~ion ploctric fi~"1 rc:oquiremenls." This inform~lion w~s shOlrcd with you in
our phone conveffi<ttion b.,cl{ in November on thl~ topic.

On Fire ResistanCE. the NEBS requirements are threefold:

1) Fuel Load Database requirement
2) MaterialJComponent Level requirement
3) Equipment (fully eqUipped fllJme) Test R.equirement.

In the MOn:!m~ntjonedBelleore Rf'port. Sedion 3.2.3 'Attach_d), tht:! FT7.000 w~s f1?port~ ~q

CONFORMING with the FlI,<?1 Load O~tabacC!l and the Comp<)n",nt l~Vf!l1 rcoqlJi""m~nt~ Th~

Equipm~nt LElv~' fire reQuirement Wei" reported by B@ncor@ at "NOT OeTERMINEO-.

Tho. ",,~c;nn IN~~ th:.lt th" m~nlJf;lctlJrl>rlucent did not Anticip~tp. ~ no.4ild to perform an EQ\lipml?nt
II'!V"I tl>_<:1 rh.l~ 10 tl1e f"ct th;:at over 96.4% of all MatP.fial And Components (see aellcofe report)
had passed the fire requirements.
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Lucent FT 2000 Equipment
Page Two

February 1. 1999

Due to the position taken by Amerttech that you would hold up AT&T's lnterconnections in the
3bsenoe of "written doc:umentQlion from the mttnufsc1urer that 1M 9quiptJlfJnt is HEBS
r:ompl;~nr. AT&T has asked Lucent to perform the Equipmen1 Level testing specified by "'EBS

standards.

Atbtched is lin 00gi"91 of Ule FT:lOOO Equipment fire test report perfofTTIed by N::Ifion;ll T@9t
S~em9. 911 inde~ndpnt, certjfj~ And reoognl7.P.':1 T"I;( L::ab gt the rP.quHt of llJOPnt
Tec:-Jlno'OQi~, Inc. Th~ report titl~ "N~twortl: F.:qllipm"nt Environ",.-nt,,1 T."t Anport for
LUCAn. TlKhnologioll;, Inc., GR-6J-COAE. ThC?!lC? tl"c:f rp.!,!,,"!, pmvidc Ul~ m~nllf:ll(:tu~rn

dQC\lTTlent:rtion you requ~!lte(j showing th~ the F T7.000 pass~9 the NERS Equipmt:tnt fi~ test.

lhese test resvltS ~r~ ~lsO tleing SUbmitted to Bellcore to update their re<,;OrdS.

Wrth thr~ lm1pr, AT&T has d~monstrMed full compli~nce with tht'! ~qlJirp-ment~ outljned in your
letter 01 ~mbf?r 2. 1998. I hope this rl!moves the I\meritef',.h threat to h9Ve AT&T pull l'Ili
FT2000 multiplUl(ers from our collocations in Ameritech office9.

Sincerely,

DaniaJ M. Noonllni

,

cc:

AT&T

Mr. Ron Lambert
Mr.Ted Edwards
Mr. Astor
Mr.Paul Monti
Ms. Barb Sagadin

Bruce Bennett
Scott Finney
Bill West
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Mr. Bruce Bennett
AT&T
227 W, Mouroc Street 25 fL.
Chicago. IL 60606-5016

December 2, 1998

Dear ~1r. BCMCtt.

Recentl)', Ameritech received 45 applications for collocation from ATATs subsidiary,
TeO, In All of those applications, TCG proposed plaeing Lucent FT-2000 equipment in
it,;. colloOition~ spacp.s. \l/hile r~\'i@",,'ing TCG'~ applieations. Am@nlech di~covefed that
,h~ Lucrnr FT·7000 eQlliprnel\1 is not NERS compliant for fire and elecfrofml,l1;J1etic
intnfN("ncc. G;\'~ thi~ limiution. Amenlech will not 811<w.' thi~ equipment to be place<'
in the ce-oual office.

'Wni1e in\le~tigRting the NEBS compliance, Ameritech also discovered that A1&T h;td
pl~c.ed thj~ ~ame non-compliant equipment in Ameritech central offices,

Wh.il~ \>VI." rewet t~e inconvenience to AT&T. Amt"rite'h must reQue~t. a~ r~quircd by the
term" Il'nti conditio.n~ of \-'ur (ompanies' interconnection BgTl~emeng thAl Al&:l correct
lh~ (\trrent ~itllati(m rOT the sRfety and network reliability of I\.meritech and other
fckcommnnic:'ttion, cnJl('lolf:d in I\me,jlf'ch central offkes. A T&T n~~ns to take th~

following CQ\Jr~~ of acti()n hy nO tater than March 31. 1999:

J. Provide "-Titlen documentation from the manufacturer that the equipment is NEBS
compliant, or

:;. Make modifications to all existing AT&T collocated equipment to make it NEBS
compliant and provide Amerj~cbwith" letter cenifying the completion of such
modifications; OT



J. SUIt a proj~et to r~move the non·NEBS compliant equipment from Ameritech (;entral
offices and replace it with NEBScompliant equipment. 'Ihis project to uke no longe...

than 180 days to eomplete.

Plea.-.e call me if you wish to discuss the issue further. 1 can be re~cbed at 4 t 4 523·7020.

SU1~y.

7/:'u:./ad (j ,~~~!/,-
Michael A. Kollmeyer
Account Manager

Cc: Mr. Lalnbert
Mr. Edwvds
Mr. Astor
Mr. Monti
Ms. Sagadin

.'
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J'.lly 14, 13:n

Mr. /'Jayroe Astor
Ameritech Industry Information Services
350 North Orleans Street
Chicago, IL.

SUBJECT: BDFB ?ower Delivery Extraordinary Charge

Mr. Astor:

This letter is in response to t~e extraordinary charge for the
Elmhursc (EMHRILETHOO) 3D~B ?ower Delivery.

I believe that the vendor estimate of $23,815 for the BDFB Power
Delivery is reasonable and therefore do not dispute that cost.
However, I do disagree with the additional calculations applied to
the extraordinary charge that bring the total cost to AT&T up :0
$47,362. In order to move forward with the Physical Collocation
activities I will accept Elmhurst (EMHRILETHOO) extraordinary charges
with the following stipulation. When the current litigation on how
Ameritech will develop costs for AT&T is resolved the extraordinary
charges will be recalculated. If the resulting calculation is less
than the extraordinary charges AT&T has paid then AT&T will be due a
refund on the difference.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

.-i./ !/ 1"
. )f.(l. i l z(. '\L.,'(,G"...J!.. t to

Laura Shalloo
Collocation Supervisor-AT&T
Engineering and Operations District



<t\IDerite~

Date:

Customer Contact:
Company Name;
FAX No:

AON:
ACOICLLJ:

July J6, J997

Laura Sh.1l1oo
AT&T
312 ~JO·8305

2445202733
CHCGILCAHO I

Attached you will find the Cost EstImate for your above mentioned physical location.

To accept or to cancel your requl;:st. please sign b.:low and check the appropriate box and fax
back to AIlS Service Center at 800 421-4640 by July 22. 1997.

Accepted, ~Denied _

Signature

As stated previously, your response must be received by the Service Ccnter within 5 business
days of the date of this notification or construction on your ACOllocation will be delayed and or
canceled. Any delay could also delay the requested due date on your ACOI order. Your
estimated completion date is 9-12-97

If you have any questions, please call the Ameritech Information Industries Service Center at 1
800-924-3666 x26J3.

Sincerely.

Carolyn Starr
ACOl Representative-Competitive Access Providers



ATTCAPJCLS ACOI Billil1!J

Customer AT&T. ACTl OKBRilOAW14

Cen1l8.1 Office eLLI CHCGIlCAH01
;;s StLL

E AON U45 202731TYPE
Adivi1y USOC Recur. Norl-Rec Qty Apply? EBD- Totals Recur Non~Re<:

Order Charge SP1S0 N/A 302.30 t 302.3()

Centraf Office Floor Space
- per 100 sq. ft. SP1ST 878.34 N1A 3 2635.02

Ce"tral Office Build Out
- per first 100 sq. n. of

Roar spat:e requested.
Per Central Office NlA 33.788."7 1 33,788.47
- 40 84 ChaIQ8 SP1SC N/A 13.51539
·20 % Charge SP1S0 N/A 6.751.69

• per addilJonal100 SQ. ft. of
floor space reques1ed,
Per Centntl Office N/A 13.1"8.87 2 26.297.74
- 40% Charge SP1SA N/A S,259.5S
- 20% Charge SP'SB NtA 2,629.77

Space Reservallon NRBHT N/A 785.91 1 785.91

Entrance Conduitlfaci'itv
-per toot SP1CA. 0.07 NlA 150 10.50

-per foot (dua) SP1CA 0.07 NlA 525 38.75

Cable Vaull Splice
-per initial splice SP.S1 N/A 205.57 1 205.57
-per subSeq ,pUce SP1S2 N1A. 15.24 83 1,264.92
-per illitial spUce (dual) SP1S1 NlA 2Q5.57 1 205.57
-per subseq splice (dUll) SP1S2 NlA 15.24 ~7 716.28

• Effective 8H1 Date
- E =Estimate

p::: Par1ial
F :: Final Page 1 7/1~/97



Cable Pulling From Vaul1 to
Transmission Node
-per first root SP1W1 N/A 83.24 1 83.24
-per addilional foot SP1WA NJA 0.83 349 289.67
-per rll'St foot (dual) SP1W1 NlA 83.24 1 83.24
-per addition.. foot (duat) SP1WA NlA 0.83 349 289.67

RiserSpece
-per foot SP1CB 1.33 N/A 350 465.50
-per foot (dual) SP1CB 1.33 N/A 350

48 Volt DC PowerfConsump
-per fuse amp SP1PA 6.87 NlA 450 3,091.50

Power Delivery
-per Power lead SP1PP N/A 1,802.17 o SEE EXT AITCAP

• Etfecfive Bill Date
.. E:: Estimate

p= P8f11a1
F:a Final Pege2 7114197



ATTCAP)(lS ACOI Billing

Customer AT&T· ACTl OKBRllOAW14

Central Office CLlI CHCGILCAH01
"BI[[

E AON" 2445 ~2 733TYPE
Adivlty USOC ReC\.lr. Non-Rec Qty Apply 1 fBO· Totals Recur Non·Rec

Digital Cross-Connect Panel
-per OS3 tef11lination DX2D3 15.16 N/A 0
-up to 56 OS1 lennll\ations DXlDt .7.•9 N/A 2 84.98
-up to 56 OS1 tenn. for ATC DXZD1 47.49 N/A 0
-200 Conductor X-B'oclt EPJCX 63.68 NlA 24 1,528.32

OptIcal Cross-Connect Panel
-per OCX panel segment SP1PZ 5.16 N/A 0

Optional Features and
Functions
Transmission Node Endosure
-per First 100 sq.fl. encJosed SPINE N/A ~,554.43 1 ",55-4.43
-per Addilional100 sq.'.
enrJosed SP1N2 NJA 1,798.67 2 3,597.34

Passive Bay Termination
( InclUdeS Sa" and Panel)
- OSt Termination SP1P2 0.53 N/A 0
- OS) Termination SP1P.t 8.83 N/A 0

200 Condudor Electrical
Termination Block
( Outside Transmission Node)
-per Tenn'"alIon Block SP1P7 63.68 N'A 0

Oigit81 Timing Source
-per Sync Signal Provided SP1TP 12.77 N1A 0

• Effect!ve Bill Date
- E = Estimate

p= Part4al
f =Final Page 3 7/14/97



ATTCAP.XlS

Customer

Cenlral Office elU

Adivil1

ACOI BiUing

AT&T'

CHCGIlCAH01

USOC Recur. Non-Ree Qty Apply? ESDto

ACTl

"BJLL
NPE E AON

Totals Recur

OKBRIlOAW14

2446 202 733

Non·Rec

os1 Repeater SP1P5 5.92 N/A 0

DS3 Repeater SP1P6 34.39 NlA 0

Diverse Riser
-per froor tra"ersed SP1RS NJA 553.4 3 1.660.20

DISCONNECT 0.00

(where apphclble)

CANCEtLATION CHARGES 0.00
(where appUcable)

OTHER EXTRAORDINARY Vendor Billing
CHARGES Est Est.

BOFB POWER DEliVERY 23.150 46.040
POWER OPENNGS 5.000 a.715
ASBESTOS REM& TK.E 5.750 7.452
CONT WALL& REM SPRINK 2.640 5.345

SUBTOTAL e8.af2.00 8&,612.00

GRANO TOTALS 7.862.57 1~".38~.12

• Effective WU Date
.. E =Estimate

p~ Partial
F = Final Page. 7114197



ATTCAP.XlS ACOI Billing

Centra' Offloe ClL.

Customer AT&T ACTL OKBRllOAW1. J
t CHCGILCAH01:B":.l E AON 2445 202 733 -

Adivft, USOC Recur. Non-Roc Qty Apply? EBO· Totals Recur Non-Rec

"ADDITlONAL DATA-

080 CABLE LENGTHS
081 CABLE LENGlHS
OS3 CABlE LENGTHS
OCX CABLE LENGTHS
OFNR FIBER LENGTHS
OfflRA~R~~mS DU~

ENTRANCE ABER LENGTHS
ENTRANCE fiBER LENGTHS DUAL

PROJECT DUE DATE

BllUNG CIRCUIT NUMBER 101

> 300FT
> 170FT
> 0
> 0
> 350FT
> 350FT
> 150FT
> 525 FT

> 9/12197

TXIX ACTl elll

• Effedive Bill Oate
- E: Estimate

p= Partial
F =final Page 5 1114197



~ .

(

@1erite9!

Oate:

Customer Contact:
Company Name:
fAX No:

AON:
ACOTCLU:

July 7,1997

Laura Shalloo
AT&T
312-230·S305

1445195332
EMHRlLETHOO

Accepted_..::;.X---:'_~Denied _
(

Attached you will flnd lhe Cost Estimate for )'Qur above mentioned I'llysicallocation.

To accept or to cancel your request, please sign below and check the appropriate box and fax
back to AItS Service Center at 800 421-4640 by "July 14, 1997.

f)fa,U/7_~ /Jldtov 1!J '! /17
Signature

As stated previous]y. your response ",ust be received by the ~rvice Center within S bUS1n~s~

days of tile date ofthis notification or construction On yOW' ACOllocation wilt be delayed and l,)r

eancoled. Any delay could also delay the requested du~ date on your ACOI order. '(our
estimalC4 eompletiondate is 9-1-97. Provided that AT&T has received notif iea ~ion
from ~~i~~fS~d~~~tiionRt!HR~Aaie~S 50% comp~ete ~nd that the 9/L/97

If )'OU have any quesuons. please cal?the Amentech Information fndusmcs SctYl¢C Center a.t 1
800-924-3666 x2613.

Sin~ly.

C2a.ll..O itJL. ~allA.)
Carolyn Starr
ACOI Represcntativc-Competitive Aa:ess Providers



. " .............-......--_ ......_.......__...•.-............-........-•.. --~
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ATTETP.XlS ACOIBlNfng

ClISlomer AT&T Aen OKBRn.OAW14

ceRlfa' otrlc:e elll EMHRILETHOO "Sill E AON 24411ti332ME ------Adivity usoc Recur. Non-Rec Qly App/J1 £80" Totals ~f NOd·Rec

Ofd" Ctlarge SP100 HlA 30230 I 30230

~,., OMoe Floor Space
-pet 100 sq." "'1ST 816.34 HlA 3 2635.02

central Otftee Buikl 0 ...
- per firSt tOO sq. ft. 01
floor sp'oe req,*,8'd.
Per c.ntra' Office NlA 33.7fJ8.47 • 33,788.47

--40 '" Chilli. SPISC NIl. 13.515.39

- 20 " Chatg8 SP1SD NJA 6.7$7.09

- Pel· additional 100 sq. ft. of
'oor space req••$led.
Per Ct.ltIal omoe H/A 13.148.11 2 2.6.291.74

. • 40 '" QlIMge SP1SA NlA 5,25t.S5
• 20 l' Charge SPfSB HI" 2.628.77

Space ReHMUon NRBHT WA 1tS.9f 1 78.5.91

EntnRta COfdallF8dity
.,...root SPiCA 0.07 N/A 200 .,4.00
-per loot (4011) SP1CA 0.01 NlA 200 14.00

ca~. Valli spice
1* Iflfti81 ~lce SP1S1 NlA 205.51 1 205.57
-pellillNeq epPce SPt$2 HlA t5.24 ..7 1t6.28
-per tftitlel splice (lktaf) SP1St HlA ZOS.57 • 205.57
-persuNeq'fiic8 (dual) SP1S2 HI" 15.24 47 116.28

• Effedive Bin Date
.. e:: Est,mate

p= Partial
f" final Page 1 7'3197
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AnETP.XLS ACOI Billing

Cl6${omer AT&T Aen. OK8RILOAW1.$
GBlt[ .

CelJ(taI otRat CLU EMttAU.£'rnOO TYeE E AON 24411"132.
AcQvIly woe Recur. Non-Ree Qt., Apply? ESO· Tala" Rltuf Non·Ree

Splice TesfIng
-perlnlt. Sfltioe reS1 SP1T1 NtA 47.16 I 41.16
1*subsq.•ce test SPI12 NlA 2.77 47 130.19
.per iniI. spice ttsl (dual) SPIT1 NJA 47.16 1 47.16
-per sulloq. splice tesI (du.t) SP1T2 HlA 2.77 41 130.1'

Cable PuIIloD MH to Vault
-perlhst fool SPWt N//\ 223.fl6 1 223.0G
·per ~liOfl81 fool SPIVA NJA 1.11 199 220.8i
-per fi~ 100I (dual) SPIVI NtA 223.06 I 223.00
.per addiliOflal foot (dual) SP1VA HlA 1.11 r~ 220.811

Cable Pulling from V8Ulllo
Tfansmis1iOft Node
-per fifst toot SPIWI NIl. 83.24 1 U.24
·per tddIional toot SP1WA HI/\ 0.83 224 IM.92
1*1&11 tGOI (clllal) • SPtWI NlA 03~U 1 '3.24 1 .i .(.

-per IdcitfoIlII fClM (cI&t1O SPtWA NtA 0.83 224 t85.92

Riser Space
• foot sPIce 1.33 HIA 2n 2".25
ope, fool (dull) 'SPlca 1.33 NlA us
.,VdI DC PowIrlCCRSunlp
-per Me aqJ $P1PA 6.87 NlA 600 4.122.00

PowerOe.vwy
'11« Power lead SPIPP NtA 1,802.11 o SEE. EXT CHARGE

, Elfeetlve Bit! Date
•• E" E)1l1l1jtlc:

Fa "ant.al
f '" FutB! Page 2 713/97





. ,.,A.... ....... -.: ..

ATTETP.xLS

c.stomer

cern.... Offa CUt

Advlty

........-.- ....-- _.... ,.. - -_.. -- ~

ACOI OIlIng

AT&T

EMHRIL£THfO

usoe Recur. NOII.f\ec Ol, AAiIy 1 EBO'"

ACTL

E "ON
Totals Recur

(\

OKBRlLOAW••

2445 ttl'32
Non-Rec

",

DSl RepealCf SP1P5 S.92 MIA a

OS3 Repeater SP1H 34.3$ HlA 0

Ot.,erse~r

-ptM floor&ravmed SP1RS N1A 5$3.4 1 553.40

DISCONNECT 0.00
( wll.re applic:abl&t)

CANCELlATION CHARGES 0.00
( M\Clf8 QPIJCfIbJe)

OTHeR EXlRAOROINARY Vendor BilliRg
CHARGES Est. Eat

CONT WALL&SPRINMLER 'M< .2.~ 5.26J
BOF8 POWEROEU\l£ftV 23.11'5 41,362

SUBTOTAL

GRANDTOTALS

• Ent!d.vc Oln Oate
- \ :;; l~..m..le

p. ~.III~1

I I lila I

52.629.00

P3!JII "

52,629.00

to.233.88 126.133.1t

7/3ftf/



.JI"-_ .. _. ..'"""41'1__.••;_ •.-.....- __.._.~ __•__.•• ..~~" ..__ '" _ ••.• _._.._ ...••_ •• ,..-...,

AneTP.XLS ACOtBiNiog

Customlt AT&T ACTL OKBRIlOAWtt

CentfalOffice<:W eMHlUL£lMOt . Rill
E AON 244StH3UDfI£

Adilli1r tJSOC Recur. Non-Rec; Qfy Apply 1 ESO" Totals Recu Non-Ree

"AOO,rIOHAl. DATA-

080 CABLe lENGTKS > 220FT
OSI CABL.£·LENGTHS ~ 250FT
0$3 CABLE l.ENG1HS ~ 290FT
OCXCABLE LENGTHS ~ 0
0fNR FIBER lfHGTHS > 225fT
OFffl FIBER LENGTHS DUAl > 225fT
ENTRANCE Fl8£R LENGTHS > 200fT
eNTRANCE FIBER LENGTHS DUAL > 200FT

PROJ£CT OlE DATE > 9/1197

ailUNG CIRCUIT NUMBER tOI f)(jX ACTl eLl1

• EtfeClilio Bill [)ate
.. E =ES1lrnate

po: Partial
f: filial pageS .7fJ197
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EXHIBIT D



Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, DC 20554

In the Matter of

Petition ofAmeritech for Forbearance from
Dominant Carrier Regulation ofits
Provision ofHigh Capacity Services in the
Chicago LATA

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CC Docket No. 99-65

DECLARATION OF ROCCO DEGREGORIO

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I, Rocco Degregorio, declare as follows:

1. I am currently employed by AT&T Corp. as a manager ofRevenue

Accounting Operations in AT&T Local Services ("ALS") in Staten Island, New York. I

have held this position since the merger ofAT&T and TCG. In my current position as

manager ofRevenue Accounting Operations in ALS, I am responsible for managing the

revenue assurance function ofall revenue billing, bookkeeping, transfer of all financial

information and the reporting of all revenue figures to ALS management.

2. From 1994 to the time ofthe merger between AT&T and TCG, I

held an analogous role at TCG. There I was responsible for managing the revenue

assurance function of all revenue billing, bookkeeping, transfer of all financial information

and the reporting ofall revenue figures to TCG management.



4. I was responsible for obtaining various data in support ofAT&T's

opposition to Ameritech's Petition requesting the Commission to forbear from regulating

Ameritech as a dominant carrier ofhigh capacity services in the Chicago LATA.

5. I obtained AT&T's access expense data for the Chicago LATA.

This data is derived from the volumes of dedicated and switched high capacity transport

and local distribution channels bought by AT&T in the Chicago LATA.

6. To obtain this data, I commissioned the generation of several

reports from AT&T's access billing database. The data from these reports was used to

prepare my declaration. To the best of my knowledge the data included herein accurately

reflects the distribution ofaccess inventory provided by various access providers to

AT&T and their related expenses.

7. I obtained all ofAT&T's expenditures in Chicago for DS3 POP to

LSO circuits for the fourth quarter of 1997 and the first quarter of 1998. To construe the

data in a light most favorable to Ameritech (which claims competitive inroads are

continually growing), I chose the expenses as represented by proportions ofcircuits at the

end of each quarter.

8. I summed the expenses and calculated the percent, by supplier, of

the total paid by AT&T for DS3 LSO to POP services in the Chicago LATA. To the

extent any self-provisioning occurred, it was accounted for and assigned its appropriate

expense.

9. In the fourth quarter of 1997 Ameritech's DS3 LSO to POP

provisioning to AT&T, in the Chicago LATA, accounted for 96.52% ofAT&T's total

DS3 LSO to POP expenses. In the first quarter of 1998 Ameritech's DS3 LSO to POP

2



8. I summed the revenues and calculated the percent, by customer, of

the total revenue received by TCG in Chicago, thereby arriving at a market share of

TCG's Chicago access services business for each customer.

9. I compared Quality Strategies "distribution by CAP Chicago" 4Q97

(p. 11) to TCG's customers' fourth quarter market shares and found Quality Strategies'

data varied as much as 32.25% for a given TCG interexchange carrier customer.

10. I compared Quality Strategies "Distribution by CAP Chicago"

lQ98 (p. 15) to TCG's customers' first quarter market shares and found Quality

Strategies' data varied as much as 35.70% for a given TCG interexchange carrier

customer.

11. The designation "Type I" and "Type If' is applied to the access

services supplied by TCG or ALS. The designation "Type I" means the underlying facility

is totally provided by the competitive access provider, TCG or ALS in this case. The

designation "Type II" means the underlying facility, at least in part and possibly in its

entirety, is provided to TCG by the incumbent, in this case Ameritech.

12. To obtain Type II circuit data, I commissioned several reports to be

generated from ALS' s ASR Circuit schedule database. The data from these reports was

used to prepare my declaration. To the best ofmy knowledge the data included herein

accurately reflects the distribution ofType II DSI and DS3s in Chicago on the given

dates.

13. I obtained TCG and ALS' s internal data that depicts the number of

Type I DSls, Type II DSls and the total count ofDSls supplied by TCG and ALS to the

Chicago marketplace. I also obtained the internal data that depicts the number ofType I

3



DS3s, Type II DS3s and the total count ofDS3s supplied by TCG and ALS to the

Chicago marketplace.

14. I gathered the ASR Circuit data for the year 1998, broken down by

month. Thereafter, I calculated the percentage ofType II DSI and Type IT DS3 for each

month.

15. For the year 1998 I found that, for a given month in Chicago, as

much as 29.11% of ALS/TCG's DS1s were Type II.

16. For the year 1998 I found that, for a given month in Chicago, as

much as 18.19% ofALS/TCG's DS3s were Type II.

4



I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States that

the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on March 25, 1999.



Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, DC 20554

In the Matter of

Petition ofAmeritech for Forbearance from
Dominant Carrier Regulation of its
Provision ofHigh Capacity Services in the
Chicago LATA

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CC Docket No. 99-65

DECLARATION OF ROBERT E. POLETE, JR.

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I, Robert E. Polete, Jr., declare as follows:

1. I am currently employed by AT&T Corp. as a District Manager,

Access Vendor Management in Chicago, Illinois. I have held this position since

February 1998.

2. I hold three degrees from the University ofMissouri-Columbia: a

Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering (1980), a Master of Science in Industrial

Engineering (1982) and a Master ofBusiness Administration (1982). I have 17 years of

telecommunications experience in operations, marketing and computer applications. I

have been employed by AT&T since 1982 when I worked as an Operations Supervisor of

Private Line Provisioning.

3. In February 1998 I assumed my current position ofDistrict

Manager, Access Vendor Management. I am now responsible for managing the

relationship with Ameritech and Cincinnati Bell as access vendors to AT&T, and in

particular, their performance in provisioning, maintenance and billing ofaccess services.



3. As a result ofthe merger between AT&T and TCG, TCG's

business records containing pre-merger data pertaining to access billing and circuit

schedule data, among other things, were transferred to the ALS business unit.

4. I was responsible for obtaining various data in support ofAT&T's

opposition to Ameritech's Petition requesting the Commission to forbear from regulating

Ameritech as a dominant carrier ofhigh capacity services in the Chicago LATA.

5. I obtained TCG's internal data, from the fourth quarter of 1997 and

the first quarter of 1998, containing market share information ofTCG Chicago's high

capacity services. This data is based upon TCG's billing information as it pertains to the

provision of dedicated and switched high capacity transport and local distribution channels

in the Chicago LATA.

6. To obtain this data, I commissioned several reports to be generated

from ALS' access billing databases. The data from these reports was used to prepare my

declaration. To the best of my knowledge the data included herein accurately reflects the

distribution ofaccess services provided by the former TCG in Chicago on the dates

indicated.

7. I obtained TCG's revenue for access services provided to

customers in Chicago for the fourth quarter of 1997 and the first quarter of 1998. To

construe the data in a light most favorable to Ameritech (which claims competitive inroads

are continually growing), I chose the revenues as represented by proportions ofbusiness at

the end of each quarter.

2



provisioning to AT&T, in the Chicago LATA, accounted for 95.62% ofAT&T's Total

DS3 LSO to POP expenses.

10. I gathered information regarding Ameritech's DSI LSO to POP

provisioning in a manner identical to that performed for DS3 LSO to POP provisioning.

11. In the fourth quarter of 1997 Ameritech's DS1 LSO to POP

provisioning to AT&T, in the Chicago LATA, accounted for 99.03% ofAT&T's total

DSI LSO to POP expenses. In the first quarter of 1998 Ameritech's DS1 LSO to POP

provisioning to AT&T, in the Chicago LATA, accounted for 99.88% ofAT&T's total

DS1 LSO to POP expenses.

12. I obtained all ofAT&T's expenditures for DS3 and DS1 LSO to

customer premises circuits (collectively "LDCs") for the fourth quarter of 1997 and the

first quarter of 1998. To construe the data in a light most favorable to Ameritech (which

claims competitive inroads are continually growing), I chose the expenses as represented

by proportions of circuits at the end ofeach quarter.

13. I summed the expenses and calculated the percentage, by supplier,

ofthe total paid by AT&T for LDC services in the Chicago LATA. To the extent any

selfprovisioning occurred it was accounted for and assigned its appropriate expense.

14. In the fourth quarter of 1997 Ameritech's LDC provisioning to

AT&T, in the Chicago LATA, accounted for 90.13% ofAT&T's total LDC expenses. In

the first quarter of 1998 Ameritech's LDC provisioning to AT&T, in the Chicago LATA,

accounted for 90.72% ofAT&T's total LDC expenses.

15. I reviewed Ameritech's FCC TariffNo. 2, Section 7.5.9,

Ameritech's Base Rate Services, Ameritech DSI Service and Ameritech DS3 Service.

3



Based upon this review, it can be said the vast majority ofAmeritech's DSI and DS3 rate

elements have increased (some dramatically, some only slightly) over the past three to

four years.

16. I also examined the price cap information for the Ameritech

Region. It reveals Ameritech is pricing its elements within the "trunking basket" (this

grouping includes special access and dedicated transport) almost at its cap. In fact a

review ofthe January 1,1999 figures show, Ameritech is only 1.1% below its allowed

cap.

4



I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States that

the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on March 25, 1999.

~c.~#
Robert E. POkte,Jr:



EXHIBIT E



Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of )
)

Petition ofAmeritech for Forbearance from )
Dominant Carrier Regulation of its )
Provision ofHigh Capacity Services in the )
ChicagoLATA)

CC Docket No. 99-65

DECLARATION OF TIMOTHY ROWLAND

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I, Timothy Rowland, declare as follows:

I. BACKGROUND AND ASSIGNMENT

1. My name is Timothy Rowland. I am a Staff Manager in the Local Infrastructure

Access Management Organization of AT&T. My responsibilities include

assisting in the planning, engineering, and deployment of fiber optic and other

network facilities that AT&T uses in providing various telecommunications

services. I was recently assigned to the Chicago area for approximately 18

months. I am providing comments based on my personal experience with

Ameritech and other large incumbent local exchange carriers ("LECs").

2. My relevant educational background, work experience, and qualifications are as

follows. I received my Associate Degree in Electronic Engineering from Nassau

Community College in 1980. I also received a degree in Analog/Digital

Communications from Suburban Technical Institute in 1982. For twelve years, I

worked for TCG in the engineering and operations departments, first as an



Associate Engineer and later as an Engineer. At TCG, I was responsible for,

among other things, layout and design of fiber optic networks, acquisition of

rights-of-way permits, negotiation of building entry, and construction training,

procedure, and management. I was also responsible for maintenance of fiber

optic networks, implementation of network emergency procedures,

implementation of escalation procedures, and inventory control.

3. I have been asked to discuss engineering issues related to the provision of special

access services. More specifically, I have been asked to discuss the disadvantages

that new entrants face in building Local Distribution Channels ("LDCs") in

competition with incumbent LECs such as Ameritech. Contrary to the claims

made by Ameritech in this proceeding, there are significant barriers that exist to

self-provisioning of LDCs by a new entrant-barriers that do not exist for the

incumbent. As a result, even in urban areas such as Chicago, new entrants must

generally rely on the LDCs of incumbents in order to provide special access

servIces.

II. LDCs ARE BOTTLENECK FACILITIES

4. Special access is a service composed of two basic inputs: LDCs and dedicated

transport. LDCs are the facilities that connect the customer premises to the

dedicated transport facilities. Even in the limited instances where AT&T has

begun to deploy fiber optic rings that provide direct transport in competition with

the ubiquitous facilities deployed by incumbent LECs, AT&T still remains

2



heavily dependent on the incumbents' LDC facilities. Without access to these

facilities, AT&T would only be able to provide special access to a small

percentage of the customers that it currently serves. See generally Declaration of

Robert Polete (showing approximately 90 percent of AT&T's LDC expenses are

LDCs supplied by Ameritech).

5. Contrary to the claims of Ameritech, it simply is not economically feasible for a

new entrant to self-provision its own LDCs for the vast majority of special access

customers. As an initial matter, the new entrant must incur significant fixed costs

to wire a building to which the incumbent is already connected. Not only must

the new entrant pay for the fiber and supporting electronic facilities used to

provide service, it must also pay a host of other costs such as riser access costs,

common space rent, construction costs, and core drilling expenses. In Chicago,

these costs range from a minimum of $50,000 and up to as high as $250,000.

Basic economics therefore limits a new entrant's ability to extend its fiber

network to only those locations that produce significant traffic. Further, the costs

of connecting a building to a fiber ring is strongly dependent on the distance from

the building to the ring. Thus, a new entrant's addressable customer base, even

with respect to high traffic customers, is limited to those customers and buildings

that are located within close proximity to one of its fiber rings.

6. To make matters worse, the new entrant must incur many costs that incumbents

like Ameritech have avoided altogether. For example, AT&T must often

3



procure-and pay for-rights-of-ways to WIre a building. As franchised

monopolists, incumbents were generally not required to pay for their rights-of

way. Indeed, many municipalities have attempted to take advantage of the

competitive forces unleashed by the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and impose

substantial fees for use of public rights-of-ways. Although AT&T and other new

entrants have vigorously opposed such anti-competitive and unlawful measures,

the costs of delay, negotiation, and litigation alone are quite substantial.

7. Even after a new entrant reaches a building, discriminatory treatment continues.

The building owner often demands that the new entrant-but not the incumbent

pay substantial fees for use of their risers, laterals, building entrances, and closets.

Indeed, building owners have even demanded fees from AT&T based on a

percentage of AT&T's revenues or have required AT&T to pay a fee for every

customer it cross-connects to its facilities. Moreover, many building owners will

often not allow AT&T to perform the necessary cross-connects, but instead

require AT&T to pay the incumbent to perform this "service."

8. Finally, and most fundamentally, new entrants are often physically unable to

deploy competing LDCs because of a lack of space. Because most buildings were

designed during a time when there was only one local telephone provider, they

usually have space for only one company's equipment. The ability to foreclose

competition in this manner gives the incumbent a powerful incentive to

"warehouse" unnecessary equipment or otherwise ensure that it uses all available

4



space. And even where additional space can be created, AT&T must pay for all

the necessary work-often having to use the building owner's preferred vendor

rather than using its own personnel or contractor. Similarly, many buildings do

not have sufficient infrastructure to carry power for multiple competitors, and

building owners generally require the new entrant to pay for all additional

upgrades of the power facilities.

m. CONLUSION

9. In sum, even in the limited instances where AT&T has been able to deploy its

own dedicated transport facilities, it is only economic for AT&T to provide LDCs

to a small fraction of special access customers. In order to provide special access

services to remaining customers, AT&T is dependent on the LDCs provided by

incumbent LECs like Ameritech.

5



I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States that

the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on March 25, 1999.
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